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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee 
set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. 
Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 

1 .114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.114. Applicant's submission filed on March 30, 2009 has been entered. 

Status of Claims 

2. This action is in reply to the amendment filed on 1 1 November 2009. 

3. Claims 1-12 & 23-24 have been canceled. 

4. Claims 13 & 28 have been amended. 

5. Claims 13-21 & 24-29 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Priority 

6. Applicant's claim for the benefit of a prior-filed application under 35 U.S.C. 
119(e) or under 35 U.S.C. 120, 121, or 365(c) is acknowledged. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



8. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for 
determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 



9. Claims 13-21 & 24-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Ross, Jr. et al.(US 5823948) (hereinafter Ross) in view of 
Pories et al. (US 2002/0082868 A1 ) (hereinafter Pories) in further view of "A 
Hierarchical Data Management Facility For Clinical Record Applications" 
(hereinafter NPL). 

Claim 13 

Ross as shown, discloses the following limitations: 
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• using an input device to select or check one of the standard patient-language 
cardinal symptoms to enter the selected patient-language cardinal symptom in 
the chief complaint field so as to generate a new medical record that identifies 
the selected patient-language cardinal symptom as a chief complaint; (see at 
least Ross Column:2 Lines:49-67 Column:3 Lines:1-33 Claim:2) 

• wherein the standard patient-language cardinals symptoms are accessed from a 
database; (see at least Ross Claim:2,4,6) 

• the standard patient-language . . . are mapped to standard codes; (see at 
least Ross Column:12 Lines:35-47) 
Ross does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• displaying, using a processing device, standard patient-language cardinal 
symptoms on an interface of a display device as one of a selection item and a 
check item of a chief complaint field of a medical record; (see at least Pories 
Fig:3 ltems:40,41 Fig:7 ltems:100-190 & related text) 

• wherein the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms are selected extracted 
patient-language terms used in existing medical records of patients regarding 
cardinal symptoms of the patients; (see at least Pories [0074-0078], Fig:13 
ltems:66b & related text) 

• stores the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms so as to be free from 
association with any particular medical record; (see at least Pories Fig:1A 
ltems:10-20 & related text) 
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• cardinal symptoms; (see at least Pories [0106]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features to 
Ross with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately and effectively 
extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, (see at least 
Pories [0012-0017]) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however NPL, as shown does: 

• imparting a concept identifier of a standard code to each of the standard patient- 
language cardinal symptoms; (NPL) 

• classifying each of the mapped patient-language cardinal symptoms according to 
whether a concept of the patient-language cardinal symptom exactly matches or 
substantially matches the imparted concept identifier of the standard code; 
(NPL) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
NPL into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features 
to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide a more efficient and effective invention for 
formatting, manipulating & managing patient and/or medical terminology, (see at least 
NPL) 
Claim 14 

The combination of Ross/Pories/NPL disclose all of the limitations of claim 13. Ross 
further discloses the following limitations: 
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• the database also stores selected terms regarding diagnosis names, operation 
names, terms used upon writing of the status of patients by nurses, terms used 
upon writing of the status of the patients by doctors, prescription terms used by 
doctors, and medicine terms; (see at least Ross Column:2 Lines:49-66 Claim:2 
Fig:2 ltems:101-1 1 1 & related text) 

Claim 15 

The combination of Ross/Pories/NPL disclose all of the limitations of claim 14. Ross 
further discloses the following limitations: 

• using the input device to perform a standard statement sentence write function 
that combines the selected terms used upon writing of the status of patients by 
nurses into a standard statement sentence used to write a medical record; (see 
at least Ross Column:2 Lines:49-66 Column:9 Lines:20-41 Column:13 Lines:48- 
58 Fig:2 ltems:101-1 1 1 Fig:3 ltems:107-1 13 & related text) 

Claim 16 

The combination of Ross/Pories/NPL disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Ross 
further discloses the following limitations: 

• as selection items applicable to writing of a sentence in the medical record; (see 
at least Ross Column:5 Lines:52-56 Column:9 Lines:20-41) 

Ross/Pories/NPL does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown 
does: 
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• displaying further comprises displaying the standard patient-language cardinal 
symptoms; (see at least Pories Fig:3 ltems:40,41 Fig:7 ltems:100-190 & related 
text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories/NPL. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories/NPL with the motivation to provide an improved invention 
accurately and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved 
health care, (see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 17 

The combination of Ross/Pories/NPL disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Ross 
further discloses the following limitations: 

• using the input device to modify, delete, or add to the standard patient-language 
. . . in the database; (see at least Ross Fig:3 ltems:101-1 13 & related text) 

Ross/Pories/NPL does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown 
does: 

• cardinal symptoms; (see at least Pories [106]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories/NPL. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories/NPL with the motivation to provide an improved invention 
accurately and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved 
health care, (see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
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Claim 18 

The combination of Ross/Pories/NPL disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Pories 
further discloses the following limitations: 

• communicating over a network with a doctor terminal, a nurse terminal, an 
examination room staff terminal, and a general medical affairs terminal to 
perform the displaying; (see at least Pories Fig:1A-B ltems:10-20 Fig:3 
ltems:40,41 Fig:7 ltems:100-190 Fig:9-18 ltems:24, 25d, 60a-80 & related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories/NPL. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories/NPL with the motivation to provide an improved invention 
accurately and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved 
health care, (see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 19 

The combination of Ross/Pories/NPL disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Pories 
further discloses the following limitations: 

• the selected extracted patient-language terms are from discharge summaries; 
(see at least Pories [0074-0078]) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories/NPL. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories/NPL with the motivation to provide an improved invention 
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accurately and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved 
health care, (see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 20 

The combination of Ross/Pories/NPL disclose all of the limitations of claim 1 3. Pories 
further discloses the following limitations: 

• the selected extracted patient-language terms are separated into main concepts, 
concept qualifiers, and concept modifiers; (see at least Pories Fig:1 A-B 

Items: 14-25e & related text) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories/NPL. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories/NPL with the motivation to provide an improved invention 
accurately and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved 
health care, (see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 21 

The combination of Ross/Pories/NPL disclose all of the limitations of claim 20. Ross 
further discloses the following limitations: 

• the main concepts are aligned on a spelling and concept basis; (see at least 
Ross Fig:3 Items: 105-1 14 & related text) 
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Claim 24 

Ross as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• separating the extracted terms into main concepts, concept qualifiers, and 
concept modifiers, wherein the main concepts are aligned on a spelling and 
concept basis; (see at least Ross Fig:3 ltems:105-1 14 & related text) 

• selecting, using the processing device, a plurality of terms as standard terms; 
(see at least Ross Column:2 Lines:49-66) 

• mapping the standard terms; (see at least Ross Column:12 Lines:35-47) 
Ross does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• extracting, using a processing device, terms used in existing medical records of 
patients regarding cardinal symptoms of the patients; (see at least Pories [0074- 
0078, 0106] Fig:1A ltems:10-27 & related text) 

• from the extracted terms that were separated as being the main concepts; (see 
at least Pories Fig:1A-B Items: 14-25e & related text) 

• to standard codes, (see at least Pories Fig:1 A-B Items: 14-25e & related text) 

• storing, using the processing device, the standard terms in a database, wherein 
the standard terms are stored in the database so as to be free from association 
with a particular medical record; (see at least Pories Fig:1A Items: 10-27 & 
related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features to 
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Ross with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately and effectively 
extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, (see at least 
Pories [0012-0017]) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however NPL, as shown does: 

• imparting a concept identifier of a standard code to each of the standard terms; 
(NPL) 

• classifying each of the mapped standard terms according to whether a concept of 
the standard term exactly matches or substantially matches the imparted concept 
identifier of the standard code; (NPL) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
NPL into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features 
to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide a more efficient and effective invention for 
formatting, manipulating & managing patient and/or medical terminology, (see at least 
NPL) 
Claim 25 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 24. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• selecting, by the service-providing system, a plurality of second terms regarding 
diagnosis names, operation names, terms used upon writing of the status of 
patients by nurses, terms used upon writing of the status of the patients by 
doctors, prescription terms used by doctors, and medicine terms; (see at least 
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Ross Column:2 Lines:49-66 Column:9 Lines:20-57 Fig:22 ltems:101-1 1 1 & 
related text) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• storing, by the service-providing system, the selected plurality of second terms in 
a database, wherein the selected plurality of second terms are stored in the 
database so as to be free from association with a particular medical record; (see 
at least Pories Fig:1A Items: 10-27 & related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 26 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 24. Ross further 
discloses the following limitations: 

• modifying the standard terms, deleting the standard terms, or adding to the 
standard terms, or adding to the standard terms in the database; (see at least 
Ross Fig:3 Items: 101-1 13 & related text) 

Claim 27 

The combination of Ross/Pories disclose all of the limitations of claim 24. Pories further 
discloses the following limitations: 
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• using discharge summaries as the medical records; (see at least Pories [0074- 
0078]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these 
features to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately 
and effectively extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, 
(see at least Pories [0012-0017]) 
Claim 28 

Ross as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• selecting or checking one of the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms to 
enter the selected patient-language cardinal symptom in the chief complaint field 
so as to generate a new medical record that identifies the selected patient- 
language cardinal symptom as a chief complaint; (see at least Ross Column:2 
Lines:49-67 Column:3 Lines:1-33 Claim:2) 

• wherein the standard patient-language cardinals symptoms are accessed from a 
database; (see at least Ross Claim:2,4,6) 

• the standard patient-language ... are mapped to standard codes; (see at least 
Ross Column:12 Lines:35-47) 

Ross does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• displaying standard patient-language cardinal symptoms on an interface of a 
display device as one of a selection item and a check item of a chief complaint 
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field of a medical record; (see at least Pories Fig:3 ltems:40,41 Fig:7 ltems:100- 
1 90 & related text) 

• wherein the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms are selected extracted 
patient-language terms used in existing medical records of patients regarding 
cardinal symptoms of the patients; (see at least Pories [0074-0078], Fig:13 
ltems:66b & related text) 

• stores the standard patient-language cardinal symptoms so as to be free from 
association with any particular medical record; (see at least Pories Fig:1A 
ltems:10-20 & related text) 

• cardinal symptoms; (see at least Pories [0106]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features to 
Ross with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately and effectively 
extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, (see at least 
Pories [0012-0017]) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however NPL, as shown does: 

• imparting a concept identifier of a standard code to each of the standard patient- 
language cardinal symptoms; (NPL) 

• classifying each of the mapped patient-language cardinal symptoms according to 
whether a concept of the patient-language cardinal symptom exactly matches or 
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substantially matches the imparted concept identifier of the standard code; 
(NPL) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
NPL into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features 
to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide a more efficient and effective invention for 
formatting, manipulating & managing patient and/or medical terminology, (see at least 
NPL) 
Claim 29 

Ross as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

• separating the extracted terms into main concepts, concept qualifiers, and 
concept modifiers, wherein the main concepts are aligned on a spelling and 
concept basis; (see at least Ross Fig:3 ltems:105-1 14 & related text) 

• selecting a plurality of terms as standard terms; (see at least Ross Column :2 
Lines:49-66) 

• mapping the standard terms; (see at least Ross Column :1 2 Lines:35-47) 
Ross does not disclose the following limitation, however Pories, as shown does: 

• extracting terms used in existing medical records of patients regarding cardinal 
symptoms of the patients; (see at least Pories [0074-0078, 0106] Fig:1A 
ltems:10-27 & related text) 

• from the extracted terms that were separated as being the main concepts; (see 
at least Pories Fig:1A-B ltems:14-25e & related text) 
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• to standard codes, (see at least Pories Fig:1 A-B Items: 14-25e & related text) 

• storing the standard terms in a database, wherein the standard terms are stored 
in the database so as to be free from association with a particular medical record; 
(see at least Pories Fig:1A Items: 10-27 & related text) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
Pories into Ross. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features to 
Ross with the motivation to provide an improved invention accurately and effectively 
extracting storing and utilizing medical data for improved health care, (see at least 
Pories [0012-0017]) 

Ross/Pories does not disclose the following limitation, however NPL, as shown does: 

• imparting a concept identifier of a standard code to each of the standard terms; 
(NPL) 

• classifying each of the mapped standard terms according to whether a concept of 
the standard term exactly matches or substantially matches the imparted concept 
identifier of the standard code; (NPL) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add the features of 
NPL into Ross/Pories. One of ordinary skill in the art would have added these features 
to Ross/Pories with the motivation to provide a more efficient and effective invention for 
formatting, manipulating & managing patient and/or medical terminology, (see at least 
NPL) 
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Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments received on 11 November 2009 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. Applicants' arguments will be 
addressed herein below in the order in which they appear in the response 
filed 1 1 November 2009. 

1 1 . In response to applicant's argument regarding claims 1 3 & 28, Examiner 
points out that these claims have been substantially amended and thus are 
appropriately addressed in the current Office Action. 

12. Further, the Examiner would like to thank the Applicant for their cooperation 
and acknowledges that the Applicant did indeed make changes 
recommended in the most recent Applicant Initiated Interview. However, the 
Examiner points out that all amendments are subject to a subsequent search 
for art. 

13. In response to applicant's argument that the cited prior art fails to teach or 
disclose claims 24 & 29, the Examiner takes the position that presently cited 
does indeed cited the limitations of claims 24 & 29, after a search subsequent 
to the applicant's more recent filing. 

14. The applicants argue that the previously applied references do not teach or 
suggest the newly added claim limitations in Claim 13, 24, 28 & 29 on 
concept identifiers. To respond to this argument, the Office would like to point 
out that this argument is now moot in view of the newly added non-patent 
reference which teaches these claimed features. 
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15. The cited prior art is nonanalogous art it has been held that a prior art 

reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be 
reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was 
concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning 
this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to 
Rajiv J. Raj whose telephone number is (571) 270-3930. The Examiner can normally 
be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Jerry O'Connor can be reached at 571.272.6787. 

Official replies to this Office action may now be submitted electronically by registered 
users of the EFS-Web system. Information on EFS-Web tools is available on the 
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Internet at: h ttp://www. uspto. go v/ebc/pofiai/loois. htm . An EFS-Web Quick-Start Guide 

is available at: http://wwwMSPto.QQv/ebcJDortal/efs/Quick~start.pdf . 

Alternatively, official replies to this Office action may still be submitted by any one of fax, 
mail, or hand delivery. Faxed replies should be directed to the central fax at (571) 
273-8300. Mailed replies should be addressed to "Commissioner for Patents, PO Box 
1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450." Hand delivered replies should be delivered to the 
"Customer Service Window, Randolph Building, 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 
22314." 



Date: 12/11/09 
/RJR/ 

Patent Examiner Art Unit 3686 



/Gerald J. O'Connor/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Group Art Unit 3686 



